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In response to she final office action of November 29, 20%, the applicant ask* that all 
claims be allowed in view of the amendment to the claims and the following remarks. Tins 
amendment is being filed concurrently with a Request for Continued Examination. 

Claim? 14. 16-18. 20, 22-25, 28-30, 32, 34-36 and 41 are currently pendmg. of which 
claims 14, 22, 25, 28 and 34 are independent. Claims 14, 22, 25, 28 and 34 have been amended, 
and claim 41 has been added. Support for these amendments and new claim may be found in the 
application at, for example, page 6, lines 17-21; page 12. line 16 to page 13. bne 20, and FIG 5 
No new matter has been introduced. 

In the action, claims 14, 16-18, 20, 22-25, 28-30, 32 and 34 -36 were rejected under 35 
U S.C § 103(a) as allegedly unpatentable over Moloyama (US. Patent No 6,00v.436) in view of 
Gajraj (U S. Patent Application Publication No 2002/0002566). The applicant respectfully 
traverses the rejections and requests reconsideration in view of the amendments to the claims and 
the folio wi ng re marks. 

Claims 5 4, 25, an d 28, 

As amended, claim 14 recites examining two document type definitions (DTDs) - a first 
DTD and a target DTD - to identify common patterns, where each of the common patterns is u 
substructure having a particular occurrence of an element and one or more of the sub-elements of 
trv.- element C lar.n ;4 also lectes usmt? the common patterns saerufiec bv e\am-mng the f->>; 
and target DTDs to map without uses- intervention elements and sub-elements of ihe first DTD in 
the first source document to acode a document according to the target DTD. Neither Motoyama 
nor Gajraj disclose these features. 

As noted by ihe action, Motoyama does not disclose identifying patterns common 
between documents by identifying common elements between DTDs. See action at page 3, lines 
1-2. For this feature, the action relies on Gajraj ! s disclosure of "finding elements m both DTD 
documents corresponding to a common base class.'' .See action at page 3. lines 9- j j (citing 
uauaj ^ L 00b-;V:]7 ..^j .aidF^ufi >, nem 380) Ga^a: ^ techniques, ho*vse\ -tnelv.- 
comparing the DTD documents to a common base class. 
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More pat'Ciji?iK, Gapa^'s uanstor-rsapoii too! uses a mark-up L>f$.;u»ae archi«?;uKt' u- 
U ) determine V what cia?; of element an element the first document bel- -n;;s from the fi^t 
doeunjort n detV;po:f* and vLttrnun*,' "for v.an c3.i^s at least one -.orie.>pop.e!pp r elersksn 
m th<-- second Jot-uinciu tvpe defpmscn ' Gu^aj at ^ jOOl S-O0K>], £ iCf i 1 s^inwuij' 
j p:eta-D TO '0 that «s a base ctes for DU> A o0 and DTD b "0, decuman trounce A SO that is 
of the is pe do 'mod sr. DTD A, and docurK-m -nuance B 90 -hat :s of the type Jettnec p.- DTD Bi 
-.did Ahst:act G'ijias d^do^ a rurstV'iiattop technology that uihraru deUTTV;-.^ in 
element da^s *o whpJh .in elenvnt if? fitst dea:niem helorrs ard determ nc^ a corresponding 
dement ik a -eccnd dooupior; ttpc def-mtion foj tfu-Lsl-d.*-* » 11- lil^ oiemert class 

Gapaj pto\ tees ar example rranafurmaEori proi-o.^ Pi vsbteh '"»!•"» ~-V" w 3 kn~a»*-.-nr 
cotpou^ny to 'DTD A" and is nansa>irit\l v^m^ an aKhitccUKc u ' do -B " ^Kdi ;S a 
do^mc-m io.>i tiV-inz to D K " See Ga j?j at If [oOJil i in particiaa:, ( >asn> : \ pr-o^es- 
iOv.Mx:- the DID <V the DTP H and fhc arehjrocrme i.> illicit the DTDs \ and r ase compared 
Sea Ga,ta; at * 008- 1 Ga^a; mop find^ all element n DTD A and the correspond-tv' 
Apdniecinse foiips " of each ekmesP ;r DID A See Ga'iai at 1) [00831 No<-, k^nm finds all 
elements m Dl D B and the corresponopts; 'iuohjt&eiu.e {buns' of ^ach Jt<m?tp m DID B So-; 
Gajiaj ai f [01 S-i] Ga;ra : then steiamc-K proce^i-^ each clement t doc V and begins bv seadtny 
a< i ekmust m doc A See Gajraj a: 5 j>':h5] Gajtsj 's process ne\i jScs Jtt^ jd-p.tjfieu 
"asehuecuue fonr^" ri.ai cone^ind to eion-enti' pi DTD -\ to ftpd >.orre^pond:n;i ek swn^ pi xhc 
D TD B See Gajfa; si ^ [008f>] li'tnou 1 thifs one mauh a> found, usei l.ipui ss obtained, to 
rtfsoive the eordlic- 5_ec (rana: at r (008 "J Then G<jjfaj\ ps-fvo^ snopt the eiemc-tn -n docA to 
the oietneni :n rhe DTD b. and rep^ab the pieces fot ;1sj lem^rin^ elctpeti^ in doe-\ Sec 
Gap-ai at T ( ! TSSj Atti't a;' doe \ eletpent^ haw- bt*cn ptoccsscd. Ga;raj ihen ouiput? t^e 
ttanxfoiiTwd docB Sec Gaj'a : at *; ^Jt^'f] ii:oh, Gjj;ai eonvart-? th* a eleptents m D'l D A tn 
ra^intectute forms vvnvn ase U;c» cotppared to the cle-nent? tp DTT- B 

<\.s n--ted abo^e, G^taj use.v eiemeiu c^v 1 of an a:ohiteeta:e t--- ttansfo-ni *n o. ! ontent 
:n a i'jr-'t d^ei^n-et t tc^ u, eortispoadtng x.b.-men? w d second document £\ \ c deftiunon tot the 
detenntped elePk-m tbii, and, J;t;ioe. Gajiafs trai^tonrsauo^ h- accomj U^hed w\rz apjoce^ 
that i> JiiXb: t fiotn tha- rested tp atPUidoc* ciutpi 14 Gajtai doe* not xa!rar f e tv^o DUX to 



>d.\\K ^cmio" paitepii c *ae D ! Mo-cow, Gaj.sj Coes :iut Jocose pafte^ has ,<v ih<* 
dann.-d i.rauu't, 5i?;i5L'K, e<vh oMhc common pintm 0 ^ a.su;>i neti ie : au-ig pc. -ic.i ar 
oec-vre- >v pn e < i. ind ^i.- o>- tyf :ne esen:c:jts ui ihv ek.nun, a,- .eeMed h\ 
^re-ukd vArm , * Heiuc Gprsi e.Tano: .md doe- wt, deiO.be o; i«£iu; oj. tj ; < s.*s^ *Vt 
3'Ki rfcorO iLvcr ir; t\pe oef '\:\v*s to di/ntst) e^rnvm p-rte~:s .n t! e ao„j*n «, ; t\pe 
dttVu\o,^s vmicc o-.c> uf is' v-or^ioi. ratte-:\-> k l- Mns:i\.ct,>.e .',a\ snu a pas -etJai 1 , e.r 'uk e 
>>f ,ti oientcrt and Ox-o o> mo.e A the ^:b-e'enve:U-> of :>;e <Je--nen: 

b acci*,. i, Ga.a \> Hgue lo iSO stats* RFSOI VE I OSt I iC fS, 

a,vbim jt:fs rti i StRiNprru \ t kfssaky rcji n-vMivr r\io; fc map^imi; 

OF TAk II fcLHMi N i FROM O 1 D A SO ELbMfcN I 1XOV f>l D R Lson it tr s c sc. ^v>-v 
ofoa^'di can -\> -a.d t,- irre cr,s\ C'xW 0: \jggv,-t. es-upatfrii; I>TD-\ set 1 ^ctson a: :xnjc I * 
'un.i (Response to \.curUvn,i) appl ram \<_o^uSi\ d.3,1 '*t.s Ujifii d<H. ro; 

0 «-e cse \>i s^+geA v 1 j If ,-isevdve ewivrnn DUX - iv.ng a . o:'is>ic\ ^tni_;urt. 
n.>.h," the caUt^e v^.Kiuiv seated <:t aixi^ccd Ann) w dcnvx\ eo'^non r>ade:n? u 
DTDs, 

Fo a* "tat* :Ji^c sevens, appbcuft v i>pec.rUl\ iCin^-h-- Kxon^ide atio : arc! \s Uidnouid 
o'the .e:ection e* Ja u 14 v,d e'a.ms it>iS and 2V. wmcb oe^enJuneods tr /u.hecrv :io: ^ 
dain:! 14. 

Act *"e v,i 5 \ s\/:s feisa.c to tla'ni IS the atJu si ui cnv^ t s \^ c ar-, 1^ .s i^e^.tJ ^<ah 
fhc >„*r ovX-c ^ tre 'cicct.o- nfc^'U 14 See ?cL<«i at p.xj . S, hnes o- 7 A Mnee d>Ove 
iourrtl c ^ :n i lur ^ dvs !1 or d sc ! ( s? or °uyg^{ t^xarca DTD-, ba% ^ a complex 
^:actuvx tD ^.c'sti,\ comioor p^.tc.Ts so tbo Di i\!''^o\ej, Oaaa. cocs \<<* d cJonC o<- 

01 jv:To:cr!!j: n>a;vbing bd.wctfn aim.r.r.-*. J^f^ec I \ ih^ 'm^. c v 1\ pe 
def na on and ^sucr oeired l-v the ^-ccul .iocnment ^"wtior ;>c;fo:ir pa^e' ! ; 
■naTf' 1 * ,j a- ^ci*^ by ca<n v "f* Instead G^,r3\ - n eienu-i-: ^'as^ . ^a?, ar Jnttctu'-s v 
'Cttt.-^^m dv Jcacm '.i ^ :r^t accv..*ictn tc a corfe^'^id-np Jenvr.f rt r °cco^o oocaiKem 
cef-nit-O" K\ vie Jc:t'i5rtnt c cle nem cia*s Gipa, V t!ca:oionr^t pro, doe-> no* J -\lov o: 
su^.^it pvit'.ii. :na:chn\, bef\v^e'. ?auct .res ee^aeU bs the U -I* 1 ? 



For at least this additional season, applicant respectfully request?; reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 8. 

Corresponding features of claim 14 are recited in independent claims 25 and 28, These 
features are recited in independent claim 28 in this way "a computer processor configured by a 
mapping program to identify patterns common io the source document and the set of source 
documents b\ examining the Srst document t\pe dt-tlmtion and. the t.aget document typt 
definition to identify common patterns in the document type definitions, each of the common 
patterns being a substructure having a particular occurrence of an element and one or more of the 
sub-elements of the element." 

For the reasons noted above with respect to independent claim 14, applicant respectfully 
requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the reject ?on of claims 25 and 28, and their respective 
dependent claims. 

Cl aims 22 and 3 4. 

Independent claims 22 and 34 each are directed to converting, the formal of a source 
document to the format of a set of source documents. Claims 22 and 34 as amended, each recite 
examining the first document type definition and the target document type definition to identify 
patterns common to the source document and the set of source documents, where each of the 
patterns is a substructure having a particular occurrence of an element and one or more of the 
sub-elements of the element As noted above with respect to claim 14 and also as noted by the 
action with respect to claim 22, Motoyama does not disclose identifying patterns common within 
documents by identifying common elements between document DTDs, see action at page 6, lines 
7-8. and (he action again relies on Gaj raj's disclosure of "finding elements in both DTD 
documents correspndmg to a common base class" for this feature, see action at page 6, lines 9-12 
(citing Gajraj lif [0015-0017, 0024 and Figure 16, item 380]}. 

As described above with respect to claim 14, Gajraj uses an element class to transform an 
element in a first document to a corresponding element in a second DTD for the determined 
element class, nor does Gajraj disclose identifying patterns having the claimed structure. Hence. 
Gajraj does not describe or suggest examining two DTDs to identify patterns common to the 
source document and the set of source documents, where each of the patterns is a substructure 



having a particular occurrence of an element and one or more of the sub-element? of the element, 
as recited by claims 25 and 34. 

Foi at least these reasons, applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal 
of the rejection of claims 25 and 34. and their respective dependent claims. 

New claim 41, which depends from claim 14, is allowable for at least the reasons noted 
above with respect to independent claim 14. 

Conclusion 

For at least the reasons noted above and the reasons presented in applicant's prior replies, 
applicant submits that all claims are in condition for allowance. 

Applicant believes that all of the pending claims issues have been addressed in this reply 
and apphcanfs prior replies However, the absence of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or 
comment does not signify agreement with or concession of that rejection, issue or comment In 
addition, because the arguments made above may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for 
pate\:ah ;t\ c; am, ri ail pcnds"^ cla m° (or othei ciannM that nasc not been expv^ed 1 ma.K, 
nothing sn this reply should be construed as an intent to concede any issue with regard to any 
claim, except as specifically stated in this reply, and the amendment of any claim does not 
necessarily signify concession of unpatentability of die claim prior to its amendment. 

Pursuant to 37 CFK §1.136, applicant hereby petitions that the period for response to the 
action dated November 29, 2006, be extended for one month to and including March 2% 2007 



Seru 1 \o> ev 2W> i<XU 
Filed March i! J 999 



The fee i-i ihc amount of 59 iu 00 m payment for the for the Request for Continued 
Exammfitioii fee {,$700.00} and The Peution foi ExlerLM^s oi Time fee i$i 20 0<)i :s be^- pa-d 
concurrently herewith on the Electronic Fihng System {EPS,* by way of Deposi! Account 
authorization. Please appl\ any oiher charges or credits so Deposit Account No. 0b- 1050 

Respectfully subml ti ed. 



Date: March 29, 2007 /Barbara A. Beriot t/ 

Barbara A Benost 
Reg No 54,777 

Customer INc: 1*2 1876 
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